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language allowing .the Commission to resolv.e disputes regarding a new Agreemeut should be

.adopted.

ISSUE 4Q

Wherher Amerirecb.'s proposed language for Article XXIV regarding non-severability ofthe ,

rat~ terms and conditions ofthe Agreement should be adopted?

DECISION:

AJ:neritech's proposed language maIeing the rates, terms md condirions oCthe Agreeme:at

non-severable should not be adopted.

REASONS FOB DEOSION:

The Panel finds that Ameritec:h's proposed addition to Article XXIV maki:ng the rates, terms

and conditions ofthe Agreement non-severable shotdd not be adopted since the Agreement conta.iD.s

a significant number of issues which may become involved in legal disputes. As indicated in ~e

History of Proceedings section of this Decision of the Arbitration Panel, a stay has already been

issued concernmg certain FCC rules approved in the FCC Order. Making the rates. tenDS mid
I

conditions ofthe Agreement non-severable might well render the whole Agreement null and voi~

,

While hopefully this mbiuated Agreement maywithstand legal challenge. this is by no means certam.

Therefore, the Panel finds that it would. not be appropriate Wlder the circumstances to make the rates,

terms and conditions ofthis Agreem=t to be non-severable.

ISSUE 41

Whether Ameritech's or AT&Ts Agreement § 25.1(a) concerning indemnity rights should
• I

'be adopted?
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DECISION:

AT&:Ts Agreement § 25.1(2) coneemmg indemuity rights should be adoptCd..

REASONS FOR DECISION:

AT&.Ts proposed § 25.1(a) should be adopted since it makes it clear that the indemoification
I

is limited to negligence or wiDfu1 misconduct occurring during the scope ofemployment. Thus,

AT&Tsproposed § 25.1(a) makes it clear that indeumffieatioa. would not occur fol' incidents takmg

place outside the scope ofemployment.

ISSUE 4.2

Whether ATkTs proposed additiooallangnage for § 12.7 conceming indemnification for

losses related to interconnection with other conocated carriers should be adopted?

DECISION:

AT&T~s proposed additional language for § 12.7 conceurlng indemnification should be. -

adopted.

REASONS FOR BEoStON:
I

In the absence of ATkTs proposed' additional language for § 12.7 conceinmg

interconnection with other coUoeated~ Ameritech conceivably could seek iodemnifiCatiOIl
,

from AT&.T for losses resulting from actions or inactions by other cofioeated carriers in situItions
. . r .

where AT&T and other carriers are interconnected with Ameritech. In such a situation it is only

reason.able and &ir that AT&.Ts indemnification should be limited to AT&:Ts actions and/or
,

inactions. Ameritech is certaiDly capable ofpursuing any remedies against other collocating caniers

for any losses that may OCCUt' as a result ofthe actions or inactions ofthese carriers.
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ISSUE 43

WhetherAmerirech's orAT&T's Agreement Article XXVI coucerning limitation ofliability

should be adopted?

DECISION:

Ameritec:h's Article XXVI coneemmg limitations ofliability should be adopted.

REASONS FOR DECISION:

While AT&T has iadicated an iutcation to protect Ameritedl from claims brought by AT&Ts

I

CUS[omcrs. AT&Ts proposed Jauguage doesuot clearly accomplish this result. AT&T's Agreement

§ 26.4 provideS for tariffand contract provisions protecting the party filing the tariffor makiDg th,e

contract and 'its agcDts, contractors or other persons retained by such panies-n Therefore, this

language does not demonstrate that Ameritech would be within the scope ofthis protected grouP

with respect to contracts between AT&T aDd AT&T's end-user customers.

TarU;f provisions limiting the liability of telecommunications companies have long beeD.

commonplace and remain SO at the present tiID:. For example. Amerirech'5 ta.rifI5 limit liability to an

amount not in excess ofthe camers charge for the affi:cted service duriDg the affected period pIUs
I

certain abatements and allowances for interruption. Also, these tariW provisions do not exclude

peISOl181 injw:y and property damage claims

The cos[ c.tndieswhich were usedto develop Ameritech..s proposed rates assume the liability

limits comained in Amerirech's CUlleut t2tDr Higher costs would result ifthcse limits were renderc¥

inapplicable to AT&T's customers. Furthermore. many of AT&:T7s CUStOmers will be formf:r

. customers ofAmeritech who had previously been subject to tariffprovisions limiring Amerir:ech's
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liability. AmeritechJ s liability exposure to an end-user who is a former Ameritech·customer should
,,

not be iDaeascd merelY because the end-user chooses to take service from a competing carrier rather

than Ameritech.

AT&T claims there xnay be situations in. which AT&T's liability will not be limited or where
I,

the tariffprovisions limiting tiabilitywill not be honoRd. AT&T also claims that there is uncert8inty
I

as to how the law conce:miD.g liability fimirations wiD. evolve over the terms ofthe agreem.ent. AT&T

also claims that the extent tarifflimitations CODc:eming liability may be enforced is not clear.

Since what win happen in the future concerning liability limitations is UDknoWll, the Panel

finds it should make its determination on the issue offiabillty limitation based on the existing ~tion
,

ramer man speculate as to what may happen in the future. While the Panel finds that when: true
,

competition exists in the local service~ limitations ofliability may not be aPPrOpriat~:true

competition in local service does not exist today. To place AT&.Ts customers in a more mvotable

position than Ameritech customers over the issue of limitation of liability would be D~er

appropriate nor fair at the present time.
,

AT&T and Ameritech also differ over the issue of limitation of damages.. Ameritecb's

proposed Agreement § 26.3 limits liability to

"'the total amount that is or would have been charged to the other party by such
negligent or breaching party for the service(s) or fimction(s) not performed or
improperly performed.,.

AT&T's proposed § 26.3.1(a) would cap Ameritech"s &ability at the greater of:

"(1) the total amount that is or would have been charged to AT&.T for the se:rvicc or '
fimction not pcriOrmcd or improperly perfunned and (n) the amount Ameritech would

..have been liable to its Customer ifthe Resale Service was provided direCtly to its
Customer .""
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The Pmel finds Ameritech~s Agreement § 26.3 to be the more rea.soD2ble provision

concerning limitations ofdamages. Again AT&T's proposal would place irs end-users in a more
. • I

advantageous position th3n Ameritech?s end-users. This is neither appropriate Dor filir.

Ametitech proposes at Agrcemcut § 26.5 that neither party shoald be liable to the other for

conseqwmtial damages. AT&T proposes to amend this section so as to allow consequc:DtW damages
. ,

where a party is liable fur willful or intenrinnal misconduct (incbJding gross negligence). While in the

future when there is trUe local competitiou, AT&T's amended § 26.5 might be appropriate, the Panel

finds that Ameritech's § 26.5 should be adopted since it is in accord with 'existing tarifflimitatiODS

pTeventing consequential damages.

fSSUE44

Whether Ameritech's proposed §. 6.5.2 to the Agreement limiting liability for losses for

services rendered under Anicle VI ofthe Agreement should be adopted?

DECISION:

I

Ameritech's proposed § 6.5.2 which would limit liability for losses fOr services rendered nndex:

Article VI ofthe Agreement to S10,OOO for anyone month period should be rejected.

REASONS FOR DECISION:

,

Ameritecb has pt'eSeI1ted no justifiable reason under the Act. or the FCC"s Order or the MTA

or otherwise for adopting this proposed Jimitatiou on tiabiJity. Therefore, the Panel finds Ameritech's

proposed § 6.5.2 should not be adopted.

ISSUE4S

Whether the Agreement should incIwie an alternate dispute resolution mechanism for handling

Pa!c 70
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DECISION:

The Agreement should include an alternate dispute resolution mechanisDl as proposed by

ATkT. Therefore. the Panel finds that AT&Ts proposed §§ 28.3.2 and l.S(bX3) and proposed

r

Schedule 28.3.2 should be included in the Intercmmectioo. Agreement. In addition, AT&T's

proposed language for §§ 28.2.4 and 28.3 should be included in the Intercol1J1ection Agreemeril.

REASONS FOR DECISION:
,

Both parties have agreed to a "dispute escalation and resolution" procedure in which

designated representatives of management will meet to attempt good faith settlement ofdispUtes.
I

The panies, however. disagree over the process which is to be followed in the event that these

management representatives are unable to reach settlement ofdisputes. .

I

AT&T proposes that in such ~ce. disputes should be submitted to arbitrators BJld be

arbitrated, pursuant to the American Arbination Association rules. After an arbitrator's decisi~ is

rendered., AT&.r s proposal provides that either party can appeal this decision to this CommiSsion
. I

or to the FCC provided the matter was within the jurisdiction ofthe Commission or FCC and me
. ,

I

Commission or the FCC agree to hear the watter. AT&:.T's proposal furtherprovides_ during
,

such an appeal to the Commission or the FCC. the parties are to comply with the decision ofthe

arbitrator. Ameritech proposes. OIl the otherhand, that when the paxties are unable to settle ciisPutes
I

by themselves. these disputes should be appealed to the Commission 01" the FCC and then be disPosed

ofaccording to the rules. guidelines or regulations ofthe Commission or the FCC.

.While the Panel considers that there is some merit to Ameritech·s proposal to appeal disPuted
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. issues directly to this Commie;ion in view ormis Comrnission~sexpertise in the matter. the Panel

notes that tberw: well may be numerous such contested disputes between various telecoJDDJUlrieation

businesses. In view of the significant downsizing of the Commission, and in particular. of its

Te1ecommuD:icati Division and its Administrative Law Judge Division, the Panel is concerned over

the Commissioa's present capabiJilyto baIIdIe soch disputes. Use ofoutside arbitrators, as proposed

by AT&T, wouldaDeviatethis concern.

l
The PaDd agrees with AT&.Ts proposal that the decision ofthe arbitrator should. be put into

effect immc:diateIy after the arbitrator's decision even ifthere is au appeal ofthe arbitrator's decision.

The Panel finds that this would serve to avoid tmnecessary appeals and would serve to assure that

the intercoDnection Agreement is being fully carried out. However, if necessary, and in aD

appropriate case., the Commission or the FCC could grant a stay on the i:JlJposition ofthe arbitrator'~

decision ifSuch a Stay were Wammtecl

(SSUE 46

Whether AT&rs additional proposed language for § 24.1 of the Agreement should be

adopted?

DECISION:

The Panel fiadstbatAT&Tspt"OpOSed additional language for § 24.1 should not be adopted.

REASONS FOR DEQSION:
I
I

AT&T.proposes at § 24.1 ofthe Agreemeut that where a provision ofthe Agreement is held
,

to be iIJegal, invalid or UDcuforceable, and the parties are after 30 days unable to reach agreement 0';1

replacement language for such a provision., the dispute is to be resolved by a dispute resolution
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pro~pnMded for in the Agrcemalt. the Panel finds that while this dispute R:SOlution process Inay
I

be appropriate for fleshing out details COQceming this Agreement, the alternative dispute resol~on
J

process is Qat appropriate for rewriting any provisions ofthe Agreement which may be det~ed
. ,

to be.~ invalid or unenforceable. Allowing for outside arbitrators to rewrite such pro~ons

~ remove the impetus fOr the patties to negotiate: a solution. Additiooally. allowing for~e
. ;

arbitrators to rewrite such provisions would serve to bypass the involvement ofthis CommiSsion,

and/or the FCC 011 potentially significant policy zzmtters.

IssUE 41 . r

,

In the event that this Commission or the FCC rejects any portion oCthe Agreement an'd the
,

parties after 30 days are unable to renegotiate new terms. showd the dispute be referred to the'di~ute

resolution process established in this decision as proposed by AT&T in its addition8.l proposed
I

language for § 29.1 ofthe Agreement?

DECISION:

..1- The Panet finds that ifthe Commission or the FCC rejects any portion ofEbe~ the

- I

dispute· should not be referred to the dispute resolution process established iD this deCision.
- '

Therefore. tlie Panel finds that AT&T's proposed additi011 language for § 29.1 COO~g the

handling ofrejected provisions ofthe Agreement should not be adopted.

REASONS FOR DECISION:
. ,

While the Panel finds that the dispute resolution process approved in this Agreement Should

be utili2f1d to flesh out die details ofme AgIeement. the dispute resoImiOD. process should Dot &e used

to rewrite or replace any provision"ofthe Agreement rejected by thiS Commissio~ or by th~ FCC.
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" suCh a revision should be hmdIed bythe parties and, ifnecessary, be mediated" or arbitrated by this

CornmiGiOD. Or the FCC~

ISSUE 48

" In the event the parties are unable to agree upon provisions of m AmeritecblATkT

intercoanecti.cm tarlft shouldthe dispute resolution process be used to establish such tariffprovisionS

as recommended by AT&T's additional proposed language for § 29.2 ofthe Agreement?

DECISION:

The Panel finds that if the parties are unable to agree upon my provisions of ail

AmeritecblAT&.T interconnection tariffthe dispute resolution process should be used to establish

such tariffprovisions. Therefor~ the Panel fiDds that AT&T's proposed additional language for

§ 29.2 concemiog use ofdispute resolution process to determine tariffs provisions shoUld be adopted.

REASONS FQR DECISION:

If the parties are unable to reach agreement concemiu.g eenain proVlSlOns of the

AmeritechlAT&.T interconnection tariffit would be appropriate to utilize the Agreement's dispute

resolution process to determine such tariffprovisions. Such action would be within the concept of
,

fleshing out the details of the Agreement and would therefore constitute a proper use of the

Agreement's dispute resolution process.

ISSUE 49

In the event that proxy rates are established in this proceeding and rates are later adjusted by
,

the FCC or this Commission, what win be the effective date for the new rates? In the event that rates

are changed cine to revisions to the Act or FCC rules. what will be the Ctrective date for the new
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DECISION:

the Panel finds i:hat the~ language proposed by AT&T at §§ 29.3 and 29.5 sh~u1d

be adopted.

REASONS FOR DECISION;

The Panel's decision on this matter is based on the assumption that de&ult proxies are

reinstituted upon further Court review ofthe FCG"s Order. The FCC Order requires states that set

prices upon the default proxies to update the prices in the Interconnection Agreement OU a

going-forward basis. eidler after the state conducts or approves an economic study according to the

cost-based pricing methodology or pursuant to any revisions ofthe default proX)"- There is absolutely

no mention or basis in. the FCC Order for Ameritech's conclusion that new rates established by either

the FCC or this Commission be applied retroactively as to the effective date ofthis Interconnection

Agreement. At,. 693 ofthe Fees Order, the FCC indicates that states must replace interim rates

set in arbitration proceedings with the permanent rate resultiDg from separate rolemaldngsr
and

concludes that the permanent rate wiD. take eBect at or about the time ofother conclusions ofthe .
I

separate ruIemaking and will apply from that time forward. Similarly, automatic retroactive

application ofrate alterations due to changes ill the Act or FCC rules is not appropriate.

ISSUE 50

ffany fiDal and nouappealable legislative. reguJatory.judic:ial or other legal action other~rhan

,
. an amendment to the Act materially affects the ability ofa party to perform my material obligation

under the Act and the parties are unable to negotiate a new provision orprovisi~withitt 30:dayS-
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should this ~utel,Je letetred to the~t~sdispute resolution process as recommended by

AT&Ts proposed additioual1anguage fur § 29.4 ofthe Agreement?

DECISION:

The Pmdfinds thatif~reguIatmy, judicial or other legal acUOIl materially~ .

the ability ofa party to perform any material obligation under the Act and the panics are unable to
. :

negotiate·a new proviSion.or provision within 30~ the dispute should not be referred to th~

Agreem=t's dispute resohJtion process. Therefore, the Panel finds that AT&T's proposed addition

to § 29.4 ofthe Agreement should not be adopted.

REASONS FOR DECISION:

The dispute resolution process should not be used to resolve difficulties resulting from

Jegi~ regulatory, judicial or other legal action. Such aetio~ is not part ofthe process offleshing

out details ofthe Agreement which would ~e an appropriate use ofthe dispute reso~onprocess;

ISSUE 51

Whether aD ofthe benefits provided under this Agreement to AT&.T and Ameritech should
,

be provided to their afliIiates ifAmeritech or AT&T desire to conduct their respective business

operations through aBiIiates?

DECISION:

The Panel finds that an ofb: benefits provided under the Agreement should not be provided

I

to AT&Ts or Ameritech's affiliates ifAT&T or Ameritech have obligations under the Agreement

perfonned by their affiliates.
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REASONS FOR O£ClSlON:

At § 30.2 ofthe Agreement, the panics agree to allow obligations meier the Agreement to

be performed by an ailiJiate or affiliates. AT&:T proposes that ifaffiliates are used these affiliates
. .

I
,

should receive an ofthe benefits ofthe Agreement. The Panel finds that it is one matter to ~ow

obligatiODS under the Agreement to be performed by affiliates, it is, however7 quite another matter

to state these affiliates mould then have an ortbe rights ofAxneritech or AT&T UDder the Agreeubn.

Furthermore, AT&rs proposed provision does not indicate whether these af6liates wouI~ be

performing all ofthe obligations under the Agreement or only part ofthe obligations. IfafliIiates

perform only pan of the obligations under the Agreement they clearly should not be entitleato

receive an ofthe benefits ofthe Agreement.

ISSUE 52

r
Wbo5e-proposed Agreement ~guage should be adopted c~ceming the~ of

gross receipts taxes?

DECISION:

The PmeI finds that the Agreement language proposed by AT&T at § 30.7 should be adopted.

REASONS EOR DECISION;
I

The Panel finds that Ameritech laugaage proposed by Ameritecb. at § 30.7 is vague. Taxes
,

are either applicable or not, there is no option. On the other haDcL AT&1"5 language is cIcar
7

direct

and to .the point and therefore should be adopted.

ISSUE 53

Wherher AT&rs proposed additiooaIlanguage Set faIth at § 30.11 oftile Agreement sIiould

Pagen
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be adopted? This addDionallanguage would prevent Ameritech from. representing in adven:ising and

marketing that Ameritech is prOvicfiDg services to AT&T or that AT&T is reselling Ameritech's

services.

DECISION:

AT&T's additional language concemillg Publicity and Use ofTrademarks or Service~

set forth at § 30.11, which prevents Ameritcch from advertising or marketing that Ameritecb. ~

providing serW:eto AT&T or that AT&T is reselling Amcritech's service, should be included in the

REASONS EOR DECISION:

The purpose ofthe Act. the FCC's Order md the MTA is to assure that competition develops

throughout the relecOnJD:)lmicationS arena. IfAmeritech is allowed to claim in its advertising and

marketing that when patties receive service from AT&T they are really receiving it fro~Ameritech

this will undermine effons to develop competition. Therefore, it is reasonable to restrict Ameritech's

marketing and advertising from clawing that AT&rs service is really service provided by AmeritecIL

'SSUES4

Should the Agreement permit AT&T to obtain any intercollllecOOD service or network.

element which is made available to any other party by Ameritech?

DECISION:

The Panel finds that the Agreement should permit AT&T to obtain any iuterconnectio~

service or netWOrk element Ameritech makes aVailable to any other party. Therefore, the Panel finds
I

that AT&Ts Agreement language at § 30.13 should be adopted?
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REASONS FOR DECISION:

Sectioa 252(1)·ofthe Act expressly requires a local exchmge canier to make available my

int~onor service or netWOJX eIemertt provided under an agreemeut apptoVed l.IIlder § 252
. ,

to other X1!!qUesbng te:lecol. iii gmication can:iers lIpOD. the same terms and conditious as those: provided.

.in the Agreement. The availability ofiPrerConnection, unbundled ZI;cess, resale and Collocation uiust

also be provided on a. noudiscriminatorybasis accordiDgto thekt (§§ 251(2). 151(3). 251(4), and

251(6». Section 355(1) ofthe MTA [MeL 484.2355(1)] requires that unbundled netwOrk elements

be available "to other providers to purchase such. services on a llondiscrimiDatory basis.or Section

357( [) of the MTA [MeL 484.2357(1)] states, "A provider oflocal exchaDge savice shall make

available for resale on nondiscriminatory terms and conditions all basic local excItange services..."

The Fees role in regard to § 252(1) (47 C.F.R. § 5L809)has been stayed by the recent court action.

The Panel. however. finds that the proposed language ofAT&T complies with the nondiscriminatory

requirements ofstate and federal law and should be incorporated in the Agreement language. In the

opinion of the Pan~ only if a cost basis can be advanced to justifY diffi:reut prices for the saine

service thereby avoiding a discriminatory rate.

ISSUE 55

Whether certain misceUmCOdSAgreement provisions concerning disputes should be adopted

or rejected?

DECISION:

The Panel finds that the fonowing risceDaneous provisions should. be adopted or rejeCted.

I
I
I

I

Scbednle2.2: 1(2.

Page 19
U-1I151 & U-11152

Reject AT&Ts proposed language.

1-·.,.. "";



,-
01/27/97 10:22 '6'313 962 4559

v

F I SCHER FRANKL! l' i4\ 003/045

, S Reject Anteritech's proposed language in first sentence.

, S Adopt AT&Ts proposed language in last sentence.

SectioJl12.8.5 Delete AT&.T'sproposed language.

Section 12.12.2(d) Adopt Ameritech's proposed~.

Section 12.12.2(j) Adopt AT&T's proposed laDguage.

Section 12.12.3(e) Adopt AT&T's proposed Imguage.

Section 12.12..3(f} Adopt AT&Ts proposed language.

Section 16.3.1 Adopt AT&Ts proposed language.

Section 16.6 Adopt AT&T's proposed language.

Section 16.11 Adopt AT&T's proposed language.

Section 16.13 Adopt AT&T's proposed language.

5ection.16.15 Reject AT&Ts proposed language-

Section 16.20.2 Adopt Atneritech's proposed language.

Schedule 1.2 Include proposed definition for Arbitrator.

Reject proposed definitions for CABS, Capacity, Conduit, Dispute .
Resolution Proc~ Penoanent Number·Portability.

Schedule 10. I 1.1

Adopt AT&rs proposed language at #2.5.

Reject AT&T's proposed language at #8.

REASONS FOR DECISION:

There is little orna evidence on record concerning these Agreement language disputes and/or

the matters are of rninin:W impact. . In keeping with the Commission's arbitration procedure

established in ~ase No. U- I I 134, the .Panel will limit its decision on the above matt~ to.selecting
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the position ofone ofthe parties. The decision concerning which Agreemeut language should be

adopted in this Interconnection Agreement ~ based on what is reasonable., pro-competitive, and

consistent with the Act, the FCC Order :mel the MTA.

IV.

CONCLUSION AND RECQMMtNBATION

The Arbitration Panel~ to the bcs: ofits Icnowled~addressed an disputed issues betWeen

the parties which have been submitted to the Panel Ahhough the Panel acknowledges that AT&T

and Ameritech have resolved many ofthe issues originally submitted to the Panel, the Panel notes at

least SO differences betWeen the parties in the Double Red-lined VemolL of the proposed

Interconnection Agreement submittedjointly by the parties and dated October 19 1996. In additio~

- . ~ .
there are over 60 di:fferences between the parties on the attached Schedules to this October I, 1996

Interconnection Agreement... Ally possible remaming di:ffereDces in language in the October 1

Interconnection Agreement and attached Schednles should be considered to be mere differatees in

language rather than disagreement over disputed issues. Therefore, any such diffi:renees should be

considered to be resolved in accord:mce with the Panel's decisions concerning the disputed issues in

this Decision ofthe Arbitration Panel.

The .Panel conchuies that its. resohdion of the ~uted. issues in this Dec:isioa of the

Arbittation Panel comports with the pmvisious oftbe Act, the MTA, fCC orders md the approPriate

federal roles. The Panel therefore recommends that the"Comm1qion approve the IntercooDection
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.Ag=meut which is to be subsatuently submitted by Alneritech and AT&T in accordance with this

Decision ofthe AIbittation Panel.

Louis R. PassarieIlo
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION

*****

AT&T COl.\olMUNICATIONS OF MICHIGAN, INC. )

Petition for AIbilration ofInterconnection~ Terms )
and Conditions and Related Arrangements with Mie;bigan )
Bell Telephone Company dIbIa Ameritech. Michigaa )

)

CaseNo. U-lllSl
Case No. U-lllS2

@nCE Qr DECISION QF ARBITRATION PANEL

The attached Proposal for Decision is being issued and served on an parties ofrecord in the

above matter on. October 28r 1996.
I

Exceptions, ifany, must be filed with the~~Public Service CommiHion, P.o. Box

30221, 6545 Mercantile Way, ~ .ansmg, Michigan 48909~ and sexved on an other paIties ofrecOrd on

or beforeNovember 7, 1996, or wilbin such further period as maybe authorized for filing exceptions.

An original and 15 copies ofthis document are necessary to meet proper filing requirements, as well

as proofofservice on all other parties ofreconi No replies are being provided for.

I

I
,I

I
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At'the ex;pitation ofthe period for filing ofexceptions, an Order ofthe"CcmmJission will be

issued in contbrmity with the attached Proposal fur Decision and will become effective unlesS

exceptions are filed seasonably" or unless the Proposal for Decision is reviewed by action ofthe

Commission. To be seasonably filed, exceptions nmst reach the Commission 011 or before the date

they are due.

THE ARBITRATION PANEL

Q~f~
ADn R. Schneidewind

October 28, 1996
Lansing, Michigan
dp
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